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Abstract
Reading is a fundamental skill that is used on a daily basis as we are bombarded with
print. It is also the basis for the majority of formal education. When someone lacks the
skills and strategies needed to read, reading becomes a frustrating experience. The key to
overcoming deficits in reading is prevention utilizing research-based methodology. This
widely debated topic has lead to the recognition of the necessity of the infusing of
phonics into the instruction. In this study, a one-on-one, cross age peer tutoring program
using systematic, explicit phonics instruction, Teach your child to read in 100 easy
lessons, was employed in preventing this failure as demonstrated through phonological
processing and overall reading achievement gains. The study results indicate that the
students had significant gains in oral reading, sight word identification, blending of
words, and phonological awareness.
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Introduction
Reading ability is perhaps one of the best indicators of success for a student, thus
a great importance is placed on early reading instruction (Stanovich, 1993; Juel, 1998).
Early reading instruction refers to a period where a student is first learning to put
meaning to words that are presented in any reading program. This meaning can come
from learning sight words in a meaning based program or from learning how to blend
phonemes from a more code-based program. Many factors influence a student's pre
literacy skills and what the best approach is for teaching that student. It is often difficult
to ascertain just how to overcome the deficiencies that a student may have in reading and
the acquisition of early reading skills.
Reading instruction has been defined in many ways. Educators have defined such
approaches or models as "top-down" or "meaning emphasis," "bottom-up" or "code
emphasis," the interactive model, the transactional model, and the interactive
compensatory model (Stanovich, 1980; Miller & Milligan, 1989; Reutzel & Cooter,
1992; Gunning, 1996; Gunning, 2000; Kuder & Hasit, 2002). Top down refers to a
process which views learners as emergent language learners seeking to learn the meaning
of language. The meaning emphasis bases its principles on the whole word approach
where meaning is derived from the context on the text, similar to the concepts found in
top down approaches (Miller & Milligan, 1989; Gunning, 2000). Reading is viewed as a
process that is learned through practice and is assessed through a child's ability to derive
meaning from the text (Manzo & Manzo, 1995; Gunning, 2000).
The bottom-up model is based on the mastery of reading subskills including
phonics, where reading is seen as a process of decoding the text taught by identifying
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necessary subskills with frequent testing as to the mastery of those skills (Manzo &
Manzo, 1995; Gunning, 2000). Code emphasis deals mainly with the acquisition of the
skills needed to break the code of reading, similar to the concepts found in bottom up
approaches (Miller & Milligan, 1985; Manzo & Manzo, 1995).
Interactionalists teach skills directly in a holistic manner providing ample
opportunities for both reading and writing (Gunning, 1996). The interactive maintains
aspects of both the top-down and bottom-up approaches. The main difference is that the
interactive model looks at parallel processing where the learner is engaged in several
tasks simultaneously rather than sequentially as in series processing (Kuder & Hasit,
2002). The reader progresses through certain stages where recognition and
comprehension will interact with one another. There are three major points to the
interactive model: first, all readers give some attention to word recognition; second,
context does not play as large a role as once thought; and third, knowledge and use of the
sound-symbol relationship is a much needed component of early reading development
(Kuder & Hasit, 2002).
The transactional model is considered an extension of the interactive approach,
which explores the link between the reader, the text, and the social-situational context
that is created through the act of reading (Reutzel & Cooter, 1992). Reading is seen as a
holistic, whole, unitary act where the reader brings their prior knowledge to the text to
create meaning. This model is similar to the interactive view in that it is holistic and
involves several components. The difference lies in that the transactional model views
reading a whole process rather than an act that can be broken into categories as seen in
the interactive approach (Reutzel & Cooter, 1992).
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The final model, the interactive-compensatory model, examines readers who have
been labeled as having a disability in reading. The interactive-compensatory model,
which is similar to the interactive model, is comprised of both top-down and bottom-up
processing. The reader is unable to use both models efficiently. Thus, they select the
model they are most comfortable with, i.e., a student may have difficulty with decoding
so they rely more heavily on context clues (Stanovich, 1980; Kuder & Hasit, 2002).
Two major reading instruction methodologies that are surrounded by controversy
are the code-emphasis approach, specifically explicit phonics programs, and the meaning
emphasis approach, in this case, the philosophy of whole language. Teachers find
themselves caught in the middle of the constant, _raging battle between phonics and whole
language. Phonics examines sounds and decoding of texts to aid in comprehension of
what has been read. Whole language focuses on the meaning of the text and how to
utilize the context of the sentence to comprehend what is being read. Contemporary
whole language advocates believe that embedded or implicit phonics should be taught
within the context of the material being taught (Turbill & Cambourne, 1998; Goodman,
1989). Whole language advocates often dismiss programs that are solely phonics based
as being an approach that teaches reading in segments making it difficult for students to
fully comprehend what is read (Turbill & Cambourne, 1998; Smith, 1999).
Explicit phonics and whole language vary greatly in terms of structure, style, and
approach, yet both have the same ultimate goal, to create literate students. Both can show
data supporting that they do indeed achieve this goal. Many factors will influence early
reading including nutrition/malnutrition (Marcus, 2000), socioeconomic levels, access to
print (Coles, 2000), acquisition of language (Goodman & Goodman, 1979; Clay, 1998),
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prenatal care (Zill, 1992; Goodman, 1996), and lack of metalanguage (Durkin, 1993).
Teachers must find ways to best overcome many of these factors in order to proceed
through Maslow's hierarchy of needs to best motivate students and facilitate learning
(Snowman & Biehler, 2000).
Students are being introduced to the world often having many disadvantages,
which affect their academic achievement and have a negative correlation on their
attainment of reading skills if early intervention is not pursued (McGuinness, 1997). We
live in a society where one in every four babies is born to a mother who has not
completed high school (National Center for Health Statistics, 2001) and more than five
and a half million children under the age of six are living in poverty (United States
Bureau of the Census, 2001 ). This illiteracy and lack of education contributes to a child's
reading skills or lack of them (McGuinness, 1997). Educators are left to attempt to
overcome these obstacles through appropriate instruction. Educators are encouraged to
find the "best" practices and the most efficient methodologies by administrators and
researchers (American Federation of Teachers, 1998). There is an abundance of
contradictory literature that educators are asked to wade through in order to find what
may be right for their students. There seems to be a never-ending battle of what is "best"
and our children become the victims (Carnine, 2000).
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of cross age tutoring using a
Direct Instruction program Teach your child to read in 100 easy lessons (henceforth, 100
easy lessons).

JOO easy lessons, based on the same scripted methodology as DISTAR's

Reading Mastery, is a traditional, scripted, synthetic, explicit phonics, Direct Instruction
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approach that is geared for one-on-one instruction (Engelmann, Haddox, & Bruner,
1988).

Reading and Phonological Gains 12
Review of Literature
Reading
Reading in one of the most fundamental skills a child can acquire that affects all
other content areas (American Federation of Teachers, 1999). Reading can also be a very
frustrating experience that demands extraordinary effort and can be complicated (Rayner,
Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001). When a child does not know how to
read, all aspects of schooling become affected (Stanovich, 1993; Manzo & Manzo, 1995;
Lyon, 1998; Gunning, 2000). Deficits in reading ability help to create an overall
achievement gap between good readers and poor readers.
Reading has come to have many d_ifferent definitions each of which can be
defended on several grounds (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001).
According to the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD),
reading is the product of decoding and comprehension (Lyon, 1998). A broader definition
is that reading is attaining meaning from print (Raymond, 2000; Rayner, Foorman,
Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001). The written word is seen as a code for the spoken
word that students must learn in order to progress in school. Different reading
methodologies prescribe several ways to teach how to break this code ranging from
concentrating on the word as an entirety and using context clues to find the meaning or
concentrating on breaking the word into phonemes to aid in fluency of reading and
ultimately comprehension (Manzo & Manzo, 1995; Lyon, 1998; Gunning, 2000).
Early reading. Since the beginning of education, educators and researchers have
given reading readiness varying definitions and characteristics (Adams, Gray & Reese,
1949; Gunning, 1996; Kuder & Hasit, 2002). Reading readiness was once outlined as an
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intricate quality that includes all of the domains of a child (mental, physical, emotional,
and social), as well as, an elaborate background of experience, access, and ability in
language and language expression (Adams, Gray, & Reese, 1949). Researchers expressed
the necessity for children to be of a certain mental age before they are actually able to
embrace reading (Adams, Gray, & Reese, 1949). While the idea of being of an
appropriate mental age has diminished, the necessity of encompassing certain
prerequisite skills and a maturation of each of our domains has thrived.
The definition of reading readiness has been slightly altered to now be defined as
a time when children are able to identify letters and know the sounds that these letters
represent (Raines & Canady, 1990). Researchers came to differentiate the separate
readiness skills needed for each of the various reading programs; basal programs, phonics
programs, and whole language programs. In order to be "ready" for a basal program, a
student must be prepared to use readiness workbooks and similar activities (Durkin,
1993). Students who excel in phonics programs generally have some knowledge of
letters and phonemic awareness; however, this is not necessarily a pre-requisite (Adams,
1990). There is also the necessity of acquiring schemata or background experiences to
achieve success in whole language (Manzo & Manzo 1995). Whole language supporters
have come to view readiness in terms of emergent literacy to account for both reading
and writing, as they believe that the two are developed concurrently. Emergent literacy
involves introducing children to a print rich environment, allowing children to explore
and find meaning on their own, and teaching to read and write through practical
application (Gunning, 2000).
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Phonemic awareness, phonological awareness, and preliteracy skills. While this
environmental print does indeed serve certain functions in aiding children to read, the
question then becomes how to do we bring students from this recognition state into
reading and ultimately comprehending text. This ongoing debate is full of controversy
and under constant scrutiny. Educators are faced with deciding what skills need to be
addressed first when approaching reading instruction. There is the matter of teaching
children how to decode the text by teaching students phonemes or teaching reading in a
very natural manner allowing students to begin to read at their own pace, while teaching
them to recognize sight words rather than phonemes.
There is such a variety in how researchers even define preliteracy skills, which
includes anything from phonemic awareness to the alphabetic principle to reading
directionality. Phonemic awareness is the ability to attend to, identify, and manipulate
parts of words based on their sound-symbol relationship (Ericson & Juliebo, 1998;
Invemizzi & Meier, 2002). The alphabetic principle refers to the idea that written
symbols correlate with speech sounds. When teachers make this alphabetic principle
explicit, they are more effective at creating skilled, independent readers (Rayner,
Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001; Invemizzi & Meier, 2002).
The total decoding strategy, as advocated by many whole language advocates
includes building a sight word vocabulary, a basic understanding of letter-sound
relationships, sound clustering, and using the context of the sentence to construct
meaning (Holdaway, 1979). An importance was placed on phonemic awareness and the
alphabetic principle, as the application of these skills is necessary in reading and writing
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in a fluent manner. These skills allow readers to connect printed symbols to sounds,
which is necessary for the development of accurate and rapid word reading skills.
Children who are nearly ready to begin reading words have developed four
prerequisite skills of phonological awareness. These four skills are the ability to
understand that: (a) words can be "spoken" or "written," (b) print corresponds to speech,
(c) words are composed of phonemes (sounds), and (d) words are composed of letters
that correspond with the phonemes (Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997). These children
have the ability to play with the sounds they hear in terms of breaking words down into
their phonemic parts, the ability to participate in rhyming games, and the recognition that
phonemes can be combined to create a new word (Blachman, 1997; Ericson & Juliebo,
1998). When a student does not have these pre-literacy skills, it may take between 3
months to one year of instruction before they are able to complete the beginning stage of
reading, while their literate peers will continue to make tremendous advances and the gap
will continue to increase (Stanovich, 1993). These students who begin instruction behind
their peers often need explicit instruction of these skills as to aid in diminishing letter
reversals and perceptual confusion of visual images (Raymond, 2000).
Influences on reading. Some students will come to school already able to read and
comprehend many words, mainly due to being read to at a young age (Stanovich, 1993).
An overwhelming majority of students from lower socio-economic classes (i.e., families
earning less than $25,000), however, do not possess these skills due to several variables.
These variables include: not being read to as a young child (Goodman, 1996); a lack of
access to a rich written language environment (Coles, 2000); limited early experience
with quality print (Heath, 1999); lack of metalanguage or experience with talking about
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language and literacy (Durkin, 1993); socioeconomic levels (Ku & Plotnick, 2000);
prenatal care and the conditions surrounding the birth (Zill, 1992); and malnutrition,
which affects the neurotransmitters slowing the learning process (Marcus, 2000). Each of
these variables impacts student learning in some capacity during the student's academic
career: As a society, we are relying on families to perform certain functions that will
ensure success for their children. These functions include caring for the well being of that
child by providing food, shelter, and affection as seen as the most basic needs in
Maslow's hierarchy of needs (Snowman & Biehler, 2000). We are also asking caregivers
to serve as a child's first instructor by- asking them to read to their children, to encourage
their children to explore the world around them, and to discuss what they find (Zill,
1992). Placing a greater responsibility on the parents has become a source of struggle in
terms of defining literacy and reading. Parents reading to children was never truly defined
in terms of success or failure, but merely as source of enjoyment and bonding time for
parents and children (Holdaway, 1979). Educators have sought to turn this family time
into a source of instruction. There is a need for families to not only read to their children,
but they also need to talk to their children about what is being read and become their
children's first instructors (Dickinson, 1994; Bloome, 1998). They become facilitators
for interactions during story time, these interactions are essential to the fostering and
development of future skills. As the interactions during story time increase, the more the
child is able to predict and infer from the text with greater ease (Dickinson, 1994). If a
child is not being read to in the home, they do not have these interactions, which can
delay their attainment of predicting and inference skills that aid in comprehension.
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Families play an important role in education and in reading; however, if family members
do not know how to read it can often begin a vicious cycle of illiteracy (Lyon, 1998).
Research has indicated that perhaps one of the best indicators of a child's pre
literacy skills is the mother's reading ability (Keith, 2001). A child's family background
is a stronger predictor of academic success as many are being brought up in conditions
that are not conducive to learning putting them at risk to become low achievers leading
to failure in school (Zill, 1992.) A mother's reading ability influences a student's pre
literacy skills in many ways, including comprehension, phonological awareness, and
auditory learning, as all these skills are fostered through being read to as a child
(McQuillan, 1998). In addition to family aspects, a great importance is placed on the
access that students have to reading materials (McQuillan, 1998; Coles, 2000). There is a
strong relationship between the quality of printed text and quantity of access to texts as it
influences achievement levels for the students (Heath, 1999.) When children have a
literacy rich background, they are more likely to acquire phonemic awareness a crucial
step towards reading. Children from low socioeconomic homes often are not exposed to
high quality literature, which delays their language acquisition placing them behind their
peers (Stanovich, 1993; Lyon, 1998). Children who have stimulating literacy experiences
from birth, are exposed to a level of vocabulary needed for day-to-day instruction
(McQuillan, 1998; Heath, 1999; Coles, 2000). Students have a well-developed oral and
reading vocabulary necessary to facilitate the reading process. They also are aware of the
goals of reading, which is to acquire knowledge of some form, are aware of the print
concepts such as directionality and the fact that words have meaning, and have the drive
to progress. Children who come from poverty stricken homes are generally lacking this
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exposure and thus are unprepared for traditional reading programs. The limited exposure
that they do have to printed text is generally confined to environmental print, which does
not adequately prepare students to read conventionalized print found in reading
instruction materials.
Children begin school with an inherent sense that printed text has some type of
meaning. This is evidenced each time we see a student "read" the title to some
marketable product. Attention to environmental print is perhaps one of the critical first
steps toward reading as it shows children that words have a consistent meaning and
serves as an incentive for approaching decontextualized print (Adams, 1990). Children
begin to see that written language has a purpose and meaning.
While this exposure to environmental print is necessary, it can lead to several
complications, such as children not being able to read these texts, but rather acquiring the
ability to recognize their orthography, thus making it virtually impossible to discern
students' comprehension of what is being read (Adams, 1990; Heath, 1999).
Experiments were conducted where students of varying ability levels were presented with
recognizable marketed text, such as toothpaste labels, well-known cereal titles, soda
logos, and other related food items. When the labels or logos were spelled with their
usual conventions/spellings, the students accurately "read" the title (Adams, 1990; Heath,
1999). When the spelling was changed, for example Pepsi set in its logo was now spelled
XEPSI (Adams, 1990), the students still pronounced the product as Pepsi rather than
"reading" what was written. Children begin to recognize this unique orthography of
environmental text, yet are unable to encode and "read" what is written. Children begin
to "read" this repeated text, but it is questionable about how much is being "read" and
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how much has simply been memorized. While this environmental print does aid in the
acquisition of certain skills needed to read, such as recognition of a word, differentiation
of fonts, which can be confusing for children (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pretsky, &
Seidenberg, 2001), the "reading" of environmental print can be problematic if students
cannot move past this stage.
Poor readers v. skilled readers. Poor readers lack certain innate skills needed for
reading due to several factors, including environment, genetics, and lack of skills. These
skills include knowledge of a word, directionality, letter recognition, and often the basic
vocabulary that skilled readers acquire. It is also apparent that these readers also lack
phonological awareness skills, lack access to print, and in general do not hear abstract
language being spoken in the home, ·but merely functional language (Juel, 1988; Heath,
1999). As print is decontextualized and often abstract, the exposure to this abstraction
through oral language aids in the development of higher order thinking skills that aid in
comprehension of texts (Heath, 1999). Phonological awareness skills are perhaps one of
the best predictors of future reading ability, as this knowledge demonstrates a proficiency
in decoding and automaticity in reading (Adams, 1990; Bruck, Genesee, & Caravolas,
1997).
Another key factor is that often a poor reader is a poor decoder. If this problem is
not addressed, the probability that the learner will remain a poor reader ranges from .12
to .88 depending on the reader's skill level at the end of the first grade (Juel, 1988;
Stanovich, 1993; Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998; American
Federation of Teachers, 1999). This poor decoding can lead to poor comprehension, as
the text is meaningless to a student who can decode, but not internalize or understand
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what was decoded (American Federation of Teachers, 1999). When assessed with a basic
decoding assessment, the Bryant Test of Basic Decoding Skill, poor decoders at the
conclusion of fourth grade were below the average achieved by good readers at the onset
of second grade level (Juel, 1988).
When these students do not achieve success in reading, they tend to shy away
from activities that involve reading putting them farther behind as their acquisition of
vocabulary is decreased (Juel, 1988). This is also demonstrated within their instruction as
good readers are exposed on average to 18,681 words within their texts and poor readers
are exposed to only half this amount, about 9,975 words, within the first grade texts. As
the students matriculate, this discrepancy remains as a fourth grade good reader will be
exposed to 178,000 words and the poor reader merely 80,000 (Juel, 1988; Good,
Simmons, & Smith, 1998). As the exposure rate increases and skills are taught, reading
becomes more automatic allowing for greater comprehension (Pratt & Brady, 1988;
Shefelbine, 1990). When poor readers were given an attitudinal survey on reading, it was
found that poor readers did not have the desire to read, as it was a difficult and frustrating
experience for them (Juel, 1998). These students who do not have the desire to read often
lack the language skills and phonological awareness skills needed for reading and will
continue to lack these skills for the remainder of their academic careers placing them
further behind their peers (Stanovich, 1993).
In contrast, good readers do have high phonological awareness skills, the
exposure to print, and a desire to read. They also have been shown to have better word
attack skills when assessed using the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (Pratt & Brady,
1988). These word attack skills allow readers to break foreign words into their phonemic
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parts. When research was conducted studying the eye movements of skilled readers, it
was discovered that they do not use context clues to decode; rather they quickly blend all
letters in a word. When reading foreign words they break the word into recognizable
phonemes to blend to create meaning (Shefelbine, 1990). A skilled readers eye
movements are not only faster, but a skilled reader will use not only forward movements
of the eye, but also backwards movements to reread material about 10-15% of the time,
which allows for more accurate comprehension (Rayner, Poorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky &
Seidenberg, 2001 ). They can quickly discriminate the details of the letters and decode
,J

what is read. Poor readers on the other hand have longer fixate on each word for longer
periods of time and reread much more frequently to ensure comprehension, at times up to
50% of their eye movements are rereads. By explicitly teaching reading skills, confusion
is diminished, phonemes and words become more recognizable, and overall reading
achievement rises making more independent readers (Rayner, Poorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky
& Seidenberg, 2001).
Government Initiatives
The government, both at the state and federal levels, has seen the need for change
in instruction and prevention in such initiatives as, Virginia House Joint Resolution
Number 794 (HJR 794), Goals 2000/Educate America, the Reading Excellence Act
(REA), and No Child Left Behind. Each will be briefly outlined to demonstrate what was
entailed.
HJR 794 was a study on the proficiency of teachers in implementing instruction in
systematic explicit phonics and the availability of decodable texts. The results of HJR
794 will be published in no later than November 30, 2001 with recommendations for the
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school systems. Results will include current teacher proficiency in systematic, explicit
phonics instruction, how to best assess teacher proficiency, teacher preparation, and
recommendations of decodable texts. The results of the study will be made available in
2002. Consequent bills will be presented to the General Assembly in 2002 (Virginia
Department of Education, n.d).
Goals 2000 was signed and made law by President William Clinton on March 31,
1994 (Snowman & Biehler, 2000). This law includes, but is not limited to the followi_ng
objectives: all children will be ready to learn when they begin school, at the end of the
fourth, eighth, and twelfth grade students will demonstrate competency in several areas,
and that all adults will be literate (U.S. Department of Education, 2001,_ October 29). It is
inherent t�at in order to produce a generation of future literate adults, that our instruction
must be set as a preventative measure, not merely a remediation measure, nor should
educators wait until after a child has failed to infuse research based methodology into the
reading curriculum (Juel, 1988).

REA was sanctioned due to the necessity for improving reading instruction as
demonstrated by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which
showed significant deficiencies in children's ability to read (United States Department of
Education, 2001, September 28). One of the purposes is that every child will be taught to
read by the closure of the third grade. To best foster this, the REA set up Local Reading
Improvement (LRI) subgrants to ensure that all schools received adequate funding to
ensure this goal (United States Department of Education, 2001, September 28). Funding
was to be used for the enactment of research-based reading instruction as demonstrated
by systematic, empirical data that has been scientifically reviewed, curriculum and
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supportive materials, tutoring, and tutor training programs to name just a few. (Virginia
Department of Education, n.d.). With skills that foster deriving meaning from the text
through the skill of understanding phonemes, the ability to decode unfamiliar words, and
the ability to read fluently (United States Department of Education, 2001, September 28).
All of this is to aid in prevention and reduction in the number of students who are
incorrectly identified as disabled (Virginia Department of Education, n.d.).
No Child Left Behind is the most recent Presidential education reform act passed
by President George W. Bush that examines an increase in student accountability,
effective instruction that has a sound research-base, increasing the flexibility of the local
education agency, and the empowerment of parents through informing them about the
quality of their child's school. President Bush sought for implementation of this act
during the re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in hopes to
narrow the achievement gap and to put reading as the top priority (United States
Department of education, 2001, August 21). Throughout President Bush's campaign, he
spoke on improving education and the school systems where schools would be held more
accountable for their actions. If a school was not found compliant with this change, then
parents were given the option to have a voucher system. This initiative places a higher
accountability on schools to find the most effective tools for its students or risk the loss of
students and ultimately funding.
Whole Language
History of whole language. In the late 1960's, Goodman conducted a study, which
led him to believe that current practices of reading instruction were not effective
(Goodman, 1996). This study would become the basis for the whole language movement
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in reading instrnction, which would come to have similar ideals found in the Language
Experience Approach (LEA), a meaning based program. LEA is thought to be the
precursor to whole language, by some, as it places the emphasis on teaching to read in the
"most natural way" with a strong reliance on making reading meaningful through
exploration (Stahl & Miller, 1989). There are also ties in the philosophy that students
should learn about language through language (Goodman, 1986; Stahl & Miller, 1989).
LEA used transcripts of a child's own talk to teach children how to read and about
important language concepts, rather than using trade books or basal readers. LEA has its
theoretical roots in the humanistic philosophy, the cultural and intellectual movement of
the Renaissance, which is concerned with the interests, needs, and welfare of the
individual (Stauffer, 1970; Manzo & Manzo, 1995).
The philosophy of whole language also emerged from the humanistic movement,
the progressive era, and the teachings of may learning theorists including Comenius,
Piaget, Vygotsky, Halliday, and Dewey (Goodman, 1986; Raines & Canady, 1990;
Daise, 1994). Whole language developed over four decades as an enhancement to LEA,
which emphasized allowing the learner to develop their own meaning and their own
personal identification (Goodman, 1986). It pulled from Piaget's theory that learning is
constructing schemata for the world and that we use prior knowledge to help us decipher
new knowledge (Miller, 1993). Whole language was also influenced by the research of
Vygotsky and his ideas on learning as a social transaction between the learner and the
world where internalization of social language and social meaning takes place (Miller,
1993). It is also influenced by Vygotsky's zone of proximal development and the use of
scaffolding to aid learners in attaining new information with support from the teacher as
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needed (Miller, 1993). These ideals lead teachers to place their focus on creating a more
meaningful and social environment to facilitate a process-centered methodology. They
sought to create an environment where students felt safe to take risks and create their own
meaning of all learning tasks. The philosophy of whole language encouraged educators to
switch from thinking in a traditional skills-approach and to focusing on a more global,
literature-based program (Klesius, Griffith, & Zielonka, 1991).
Components of whole language. It is virtually impossible to find one set definition

of whole language as the very nature of whole language is one that cannot be everlasting
as advocates state that it is a philosophy with a certain set of beliefs that differ with each
teacher who uses it (Stahl & Miller, 1989; Daise, 1994; TurbiH & Cambourne, 1998).
This differential exponent is the result of teachers relying on what they know about
learning, allowing the teacher to make their decisions based on their own understandings
of pedagogy and cognitive development (Goodman, 1998). Defining whole language
would require educators to reach an advanced compromise of what exactly each
collectively means by whole language through the reading, writing, talking, and listening
they do as members of such a community (Turbill & Cambourne, 1998). While this may
be true, several underlying assumptions and beliefs are inherent of this philosophy.
Whole language was described as being based on several assumptions including
language being learned through practice, that language learning is natural, and that
children learn about language by experimenting with it (Goodman, 1986; Miller, 1993;
Pressley, 1998). This meaning-emphasis is outlined as a way to mimic how children
naturally acquire language, which creates a more enjoyable environment to foster
learning and a genuine interest in stimulating literature (Daise, 1994). The whole
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language movement has been an innovative practice that is rapidly changing to include
the fine points of theory and is ahead of research; thus, there is not a need for a wait
period to allow for research before implementing something new into the curriculum
(Goodman, 1989).
While there are several definitions, there are inherent tenets of whole language
that remain constant including; the importance of using children's literature, rather than
basal readers (Stahl & Miller, 1989), a focus on the meaning of language within the
context of the text (Turbill & Camboume, 1998), and learning should be child-centered
(Goodman, 1998). Also, it is not against the teaching of individual sound-symbol
relations on a regular basis, but the phonics instruction should be done by embedding
phonics include the curriculum as problems arise in the classroom to associate that
phoneme to several words (Manzo & Manzo, 1995). The five basic components of
literacy (reading, writing, spelling, listening, and speaking) are all to be taught
concurrently (Clay, 1993). Whole language is part of a real event that has social utility
and allows the learner to choose to use language empowering them (Manzo & Manzo,
1995; Goodman, 1998; Turbill & Cambourne, 1998). Teachers act as a facilitator to allow
the child to choose what they will learn, while prompting the learner to seek answers to
questions (Goodman, 1998). The child should not be compared to others in evaluation;
rather progress should be charted using portfolios of samples of the child's work.
Phonics
Types ofphonics. The term phonics is inherently associated with code-emphasis
programs; it is generally an all-inclusive term to describe a wide range of differing
reading activities and programs. These programs range from implicit phonics to explicit
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phonics, but also to analytic phonics and systematic phonics. In implicit phonics
instruction the phoneme should not be pronounced in isolation in isolation, but rather
embedded into words. While in explicit phonics sounds associated with letters are
identified in isolation, then blended to words (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1997). A
major flaw with implicit phonics is that these programs introduce new word types
without sufficient practice, whereas explicit phonics introduces words at a more realistic
rate (Carnine, Silbert & Karneenui, 1997). There is a prominent role for explicit
instruction in phonics and phonological awareness skills for beginning reading
instruction, particularly for children at risk for reading failure (Coles, 2000).
Analytic phonics, on the other hand, describes an approach wherein children
derive letter-sound correspondences from words (Manzo & Manzo, 1995). In contrast,
synthetic phonics, also referred to as systematic phonics, teaches letter sound
correspondences directly in isolation and requires that students to blend the individual
sounds to form whole words (Manzo & Manzo, 1995). Systematic phonics allows
students to learn the skills needed to decode any word allowing for the greatest chance of
generalization (P. McI<:inney, personal communication, December 6, 2001). The
combination of systematic and explicit phonics maximizes the skills taught aiding in
increasing achievement gains (American Federation of Teachers, 1999; Taylor, Pearson,
Clark, Walpole, 2000). This type of instruction leaves little to chance ensuring success
for most learners (American Federation of Teachers, 1998)
What the Research Shows
Research on whole language. Whole Language advocates argued against
traditional quantitative research that uses standardized measures, as they believe that
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standardized tests focus on isolated skills rather effective use of language (Goodman,
1986; Stahl & Miller, 1989). The call for a different type of assessment and a redefinition
of the role of research is necessitated; therefore, whole language teachers generally utilize
portfolios as a way to monitor achievement gains. Due to the naturalistic nature of whole
language, it is best researched through non-intrusive methods, such as case studies and
ethnographic research, as to not interrupt the flow of learning (Goodman, 1986;
Goodman, 1989). Teachers are urged to use authentic assessments to evaluate the
learning that occurs within their classroom. As this is a child-centered approach, the
learners should play an active role in giving reflective self-evaluations (Goodman, 1989).
Research on phonics. A meta-analysis was conducted reviewing 38 studies that
examined the effects of all phonics instruction; the overwhelming majority found that
systematic phonics enhances success in reading with systematic explicit phonics having
the most significant effects on reading skills (National Reading Panel, 1999). The use of
explicit systematic phonics is successful in fostering early reading and spelling skills
(Ball & Blachman, 1991). Groups that were given systematic explicit phonics were found
to have significant gains in all areas on the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test and similar
achievement tests (Ball & Blachman, 1991; Simmons, Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Hodge,
1995). In-depth studies have shown that systematic explicit phonics also increased
phonological awareness skills and overall reading achievements (Juel, 1988; Adams,
1990; American Federation of teachers, 1998; National Reading Panel, 1999; American
Federation of Teachers, 1999).
Similarities and Differences Found Within Phonics and Whole Language
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Whole language supporters see the need for phonics instruction based on research
findings (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Chall, 1989a; Chall, 1989b). The
phonics techniques used are often implicit phonics where the phonemes are introduced as
being embedded in words as this fosters the emphasis of the meaning (Turbill &
Cambourne, 1998). Within both phonics and whole language, we see some form of
sequencing when introducing phonemes. In phonics programs, this can range from
systematically introducing the sounds in a set pattern such as high frequency sounds first
while adequately spacing phonemes and graphemes that are difficult to discern, to
introducing consonants and vowels intermingled in no set manner (Durkin, 1993). Whole
language programs generally introduce phonics as problems arise in the classroom; thus
the sequencing becomes embedded into the curriculum being as needed (Manzo &
Manzo, 1995).
Strengths of a Good Reading Program
Reading experts have maintained that children need explicit instruction in
phonemic awareness, decoding, print awareness, word-attack skills, and language
structure with sufficient repetition and reinforcement so that they can efficiently decode
new words that are presented and recognize a vast number of words automatically
(Adams, 1990; Stanovich, 1993; Beck & Juel, 1995; Honig, 1996; Arperican Federation
o_f Teachers, 1999; Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000). It is through this
recognition and decoding that reading fluency occurs allowing children to comprehend
what was read. There should also be a reliance on the development of oral language and
vocabulary as a good speaking vocabulary is a great importance for learning to read
(Adams, Gray, & Reese, 1949; Clay, 1998; Lyon, 1998). It brings into play the aspect
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that written language represents spoken sounds, which is essential to decoding the words
into discernable phonemes. The acquisition of language plays a key role in reading
development (Clay, 1998).
Strengths ofa teacher
A strong teacher acknowledges the need for organizational skills in terms of
delivery of material and other organizational variables such as teacher pacing (Darch &
Gersten, 1986), unison choral reading (Fink & Carnine, 1975; Fink & Sandall, 1978), and
systematic teacher feedpack and monitoring of student performance (Brophy & Everston,
1976: Carnine & Fink, 1978). A teacher must hold high, attainable expectations of their
students and demonstrate clear purposes for these expectations (Taylor, Pearson, Clark, &
Walpole, 2000). A strong teacher is also able to control their class by showing their
"withitness" by demonstrating the ability to overlap activities or be able to do two things
at once, uses reinforcement as needed, has a command of the class, and is able to keep the
class actively engaged (Stalling, 1980; Snowman & Biehler, 2000; Taylor, Pearson,
Clark, & Walpole, 2000). The foundation of behavior management is instruction; actively
engaged learners are less likely to demonstrate negative behaviors (Rhode, Jenson, &
Reavis, 1998; Snowman & Biehler, 2000). This also works in the reverse a teacher is
unable to manage their classroom will have little time for instruction (Snowman &
Biehler; Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000).
Instructional Presentation
The demands set before teachers are forcing them to re-examine their instruction
in terms of programs used and the type of instruction they will use, in terms of
presentation. Presentation can vary from large group instruction, small group instruction,
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and one-on-one instruction, with further variations with the types of grouping within
small group instruction. These groupings include between-class grouping, regrouping,
and within-class grouping, which is further broken into heterogeneous and homogenous
grouping based on ability as determined by standardized tests (Snowman & Biehler,
2000). Research has shown that with-in homogenous grouping allows for the best quality
of instruction as it allows for flexibility and allows the teacher to match the instruction to
that group's needs (Snowman & Biehler, 2000). This however, is not the optimal solution
as one-on-one instruction is in fact the most individualized instruction allowing for an
increase in engaged learning, particularly for those who have deficits in one or more
areas. (Morris, Shaw, & Perney, 1990). A way to optimize time and efficiency is to
utilize peer tutoring particularly when a proficient reader is paired with a novice reader
(Byrd, 1990).
Peer Tutoring
Peer tutoring has many aspects to consider including the type of tutoring used, the
locale of the tutoring, and the program used. There are a myriad of types of tutoring
available including cross-age peer tutoring, within class peer tutoring, trio tutoring, group
tutoring, and individual rotating tutoring to name a few. For this study, the effects of one
on-one, cross-age peer tutoring will be examined, as ninth grade students will be tutoring
first grade students.
Cross-age tutoring is an approach that utilizes proficient students to assist those
younger novice readers (Leu & Kinzer, 1999). The proficient readers are to model
correct methodology and assist the less proficient readers in learning reading strategies
that would be beneficial (Byrd, 1990; Juel, 1996; Leu & Kinzer, 1999). Research has
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shown that this cross-age tutoring has been effective in achieving reading gains on
achievement tests for both the tutor and tutee (Juel, 1996).
The aspect of one-on-one allows for a heightened engagement of the learner as
the individualized nature allows for more opportunities for practice of skills (Byrd, 1990;
Juel, 1996). This feature also allows for more feedback for the student and can be used to
facilitate explicit teaching of useful reading strategies. A meta-analysis examined 29
studies and found one-to-one tutoring to have an average effect size 0.66 proving that it is
a viable method for aiding in the acquisition of reading skills (Elbaum, Vaughan, Hughes,
& Moody, 2000).
The Need/or Change
The whole language-phonics controversy generates the debate over the
appropriate approach that is necessary to decrease this gap. There has been a heated
debate over what is the best approach to teaching a student how to read. The debate spans
from not only empirical approaches to constructive approaches, but also whole language
versus phonics. Research is constantly providing us with differing views on what the
best approach is for all students. While the results may vary, one undeniable result that
has been proven time and time again is that the best approach for students who cannot
read is a phonics-based program (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1984).
Educators are encouraged to use data driven, research based methods for teaching
all methodology. Yet, repeatedly educators do not yield to this encouragement, but rather
use techniques that have been proven ineffective for their group of students. Carnine
(2000) describes education as an "immature profession," which is characterized by
expertise based on subjective judgments, which staves off standardized procedures based
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on research findings that use control groups. Education is not yet a "mature" field, in that
educators' decisions are not necessarily based on statistically derived and validated data
that can be inspected by the general public (Carnine, 2000).
Direct Instruction
One program that has repeatedly outperformed all other phonics programs in
experimental studies, in terms of achievement, is an explicit, synthetic phonics approach,
Direct Instruction, as it allows for smaller group instruction that is consistent with the
skill level of the group, immediate corrective feedback, and choral reading. Direct
Instruction has several underlying assumptions that ensure that the program will work
with the majority of students. Walker (1999) described these assumptions as: all
children can be taught, learning of basic skills and their application in higher order skills
is essential to intelligent behavior and should be the main focus of an instructional
program, and disadvantaged students must be taught at a faster rate than typically occurs
if they are to succeed in school.
History of Direct Instruction. Direct Instruction is one such technique that has
quantitative data to·prove that it is a superior methodology for teaching reading
particularly to students from lower socioeconomic groups due to its explicit, systematic
approach and its concentration on early acquisition of language skills (Carnine, Silbert &
Kameenui, 1997; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001). Yet,
educators persevere in using alternative programs rather than accept this controversial
program. Sigfried Engelmann created this highly structured, teacher scripted, explicit
phonics approach in the 1960's. Engelmann, a preschool teacher from Illinois, created
Direct Instruction to be a part of a massive study known as Project Follow Through (FT)
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(Grossen, 1996). Engelmann began his work on Direct Instruction reading after working
with twin boys who responded positively to a scripted methodology. The Direct
Instruction model emphasizes small group, face-to-face carefully sequenced teacher
directed lessons that utilize modem learning principles and advanced programming
strategies (Becker, 2001).
Engelmann sought to share his expertise through a set of highly structured lesson
plans. Each set of lessons was meticulously field tested to ensure that all students,
especially low-performing students will achieve success based on the program objectives.
Children can learn much faster if instructional presentations are clear, misinterpretations
are eliminated, and students are helped to generalize skills in different contexts.
Engelmann believed that by systematically introducing phonemes (sounds) first, rather
than letter names, teachers could eliminate the confusion that a beginning reader may
experience. This is done due to research that indicates that although letter-name
knowledge is one of the best predictors of later reading success, researchers have debated
the value of teaching letter names as part of initial reading instruction (Carnine, 1996).
An additional component that Engelmann included to ensure success is immediate
feedback, whether it is corrective feedback or positive reinforcement. There is a strong
emphasis on oral reading both segmented and whole text readings. While oral reading has
become an assessment tool, rather than an effective teaching tool as it has been in the
past, Direct Instruction seeks to use both functions (Reutzel, Hollingsworth, and
Eldredge, 1994). Oral reading has been found to be more closely related to reading
achievement gains than silent reading (Stallings, 1980). This allows the student to learn
more effectively and efficiently.
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Direct Instruction was met with immediate resistance possibly because a regular
teacher, not a large university, created it. Engelmann sought to receive endorsement from
a large institute and found full support with the University of Oregon. Despite this
support, many still resisted Direct Instruction as they felt that it constricted teacher
creativity and hindered a student's ability to read. Experts scorned the program's rigid
structure that requires teachers to strictly adhere to scripted, carefully sequenced lessons,
arguing that so much regimentation promotes passive, rote learning (Goodman, 1986).
Whole language supporters felt that by teaching a student to read using explicit
phonics, a disabled reader is created, as written language does not decode speech
(Rayner, Poorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001). Whole language promoters
believed that explicit phonics is not a system that helps anyone to read, and that it can
only confuse and interfere with young children who are learning to read (Smith, 1999). It
is these oppositional views that demand additional research on reading instruction. One
of the largest educational research projects that sought to find the most effective reading
program was Project FT.
Research on Direct Instruction
Project Follow Through. Project FT was part of President Johnson's War on
Poverty that examined several poverty stricken areas with poor academic performances.
The U.S. Department of Education hired two independent evaluation agencies to collect
and analyze data from the implementation of nine reading approaches from over 170 sites
(Grossen, 1999). The nine different approaches were set into three main domains: (a)
basic skills models (Behavior Analysis model, Direct Instruction, Language development
(Bilingual) model), (b) cognitive/conceptual models (Cognitively-Oriented Curriculum,
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Florida Parent Education Model, Tucson Early Education Model), and (c) affective skills
models (Bank Street College Model, Open Education Model, Responsive Education
Model). Each model had between 4 and 8 sites from various school districts. All school
districts that chose to participate in the study were asked to identify a Non-Follow
Through (NFT) school to act as a control group for final comparisons. The Direct
Instruction model group included students in 20 communities, which varied widely in
terms of ethnic groups, socio-economics, and geographical location.
A battery of tests was administered to assess the students in the areas of basic
skills, cognitive development, and affective behavior. The instruments used for
assessment were the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT), the Wide Range
Achievement Test (WRAT), Raven's Colored Progressive Matrices, the Intellectual
Achievement Responsibility Scale (IARS+ and IARS-) and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem
Inventory. The former three were used to assess cognitive skills and the latter two were
used to determine affective skills. The scores on each were initially adjusted to
accommodate any differences.
Treatment was given and participants were reevaluated each year until the
participants were in the third grade. Project FT was deemed a failure as only one model
showed significant increases in any areas being tested. Upon final evaluation, the Direct
Instruction model was the only model to have showed positive gains in all three areas
(basic skills, cognitive development, and affective skills). While three other models did
show positive gains in the affective domain (Parent Education, Behavior Analysis, and
Southwest Lab) and two showed slightly positive gains in the basic academic domain
(Parent Education and Behavior Analysis), overall the Direct Instruction model was the
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highest in all three areas of measures (Engelmann, Becker, Carnine, & Gersten, 1988;
Grossen, 1996; Grossen, 1999). Despite these findings, the results from Project FT were
never used to shape our educational policies or methodologies. No educational model
has ever been documented with such consistency across so many variable sites as Direct
Instruction (Watkins, 1996).
Research on the delivery of Direct Instruction. Within Project Follow Through,
the special features of Direct Instruction were examined to determine their effectiveness.
The major components or themes of Direct Instruction lie within the teacher delivery and
organizational variables such as teacher pacing (Darch & Gersten, 1986), unison choral
reading (Fink & Carnine, 1975; Fink & Sandall, 1978), scripted teaching format (Gersten,
Carnine, & Williams, 1982), teacher signals (Carnine, 1981), and systematic teacher
feedback and monitoring of student performance (Brophy & Everston, 1976; Carnine &
Fink, 1978).
Teacher pacing is a source of confusion for many teachers as their learners have
individual needs that they must address (Morris, Shaw, Perney, 1990). If a teacher
proceeds too quickly, a student may become confused preventing future learning, thus a
negative transference occurs disallowing the generalization of a skill with later learning
(Snowman & Biehler, 2000). If a teacher proceeds too slowly, the learner may become
bored and academic learning time may be decreased hindering a child's progression
(Rhode, Jenson, & Reavis, 1998). As engaged learning time increases, academic
achievement increases (Simons, Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, Hodge, 1995; Rhode, Jenson, &
Reavis, 1998). Within Direct instruction, small homogenous groups are formed allowing
the teacher to adequately pace the lessons based on that groups' needs.
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Unison choral reading and systematic feedback can be seen as a symbiotic
relationship as choral reading facilitates the means for systematic feedback. A poor
reader requires constant feedback as they progress to ensure that they are developing
adequate skills (Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997). The most efficient way to
determine any errors a child is making is through oral reading (Holdaway, 1979; Juel,
1996; Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997). When a child receives deserved praise, it
increases their self-esteem motivating them to satisfy higher needs in terms of
maximizing their potential and longing to add to their body of knowledge (Snowman &
Biehler, 2000).
Philosophy ofDirect Instruction. Direct Instruction emphasized basic academic
skills and its creators believed that by helping students succeed in academics their self
esteem improves, which in tum can help to improve their social behavior and emotional
well being, thus positive results in all areas tested. Direct Instruction suggested how to
increase academic-engaged time by allocating more time in the schedule, using choral
responses, conducting work checks, and increasing the use of guided practice. The
primary goal of Direct Instruction is to accelerate at-risk students' learning in the
elementary grades and equip them in order to compete with the more advantaged peers
(Walker, 1999). Direct Instruction was described as being a way to overcome the
Matthew effect, taken from the Gospel according to Matthew, "For unto every one that
hath shall be given, and he shall have abundance; but him that hath not shall be taken
away even that which he hath" (XXV) (Stanovich, 1993; Juel, 1995). Stanovich believed
that those who begin school with little phonologi�al awareness would always have
difficulties in ascertaining the skills necessary to read, while those who have a greater
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sense of phonological awareness would always thrive in reading. Direct Instruction acted
as the great equalizer as it allowed teachers to begin each student at the appropriate level.
Students were placed in homogenous groups based on reading ability. An assessment
was given upon introduction to the program to ensure that students were adequately
placed to guarantee success.
Research indicates that the best reading instruction involves systematically
teaching children the most common sounds for a selected group of letters and letter
combinations (SRA, 1999). These letter-sound correspondences are then to be practiced
immediately through oral practice with immediate corrective feedback and positive
reinforcement. This method allows the teacher to easily monitor progress. This
systematic approach can be found within several Direct Instruction programs.
I 00 Easy Lessons
Components. Similar to other Direct Instruction programs, How to teach you child
to read in I 00 Easy Lessons has a scripted presentation that provides for structured
teaching. In turn, the sequencing allows for sounds of a word to be taught in isolation
before words are taught and then later used in a story. I 00 Easy Lessons focuses on oral
reading and provides oral prompts to help students identify the sounds that letters make.
The program has special provisions for teaching "irregular" words and teaches more
words than traditional programs during one year. Finally, I 00 Hundred Easy Lessons
was extensively field-tested before implementation and was revised based on the field
tested data (Engelmann, Haddox, & Bruner, 1988).
I 00 Easy Lessons is a one-on-one program designed for use by parents to teach
their child phonics. The primary goal of the program is to standardize the reading code
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so that all children can apply the smallest set of rules to read the maximum number of
words. This is achieved by using a special type of orthography, which utilizes special
symbols and lower cased letters. This is also achieved by only introducing one sound for
any given letter or letter combination.
Success is also achieved by not attempting to regularize all words that children
are to read and purposefully introduces words as being "irregular." These "irregular"
words are not treated as "sight" words, but are introduced as a specific arrangement of
letters that are linked to a specific pronunciation. Children sound out the irregular words
by saying the sound values they have been taught for the various letters (Engelmann,
2000). This type of treatment assures that children do not just assume that "irregular"
words are spelled differently on different occasions, rather that special letter
combinations have a unique pronunciation.
A special orthography is used to decrease confusion that may occur with some
students who believe that lowercased and uppercased letters have different sounds. This
orthography is phased out as the students increase in level. Another unique feature is that
letters that are not readily distinguishable, such as 'a,' 'b,' and 'd,' are each modified so
that they are easily discemable. The prompts and orthography are faded as the program
level increases. This exposure to orthography and explicit instruction aid in the
refinement of phonological representations and phonological awareness (Rayner,
Foorman, Perfetti & Seidenberg, 2001).
Direct Instruction has been proven effective for the majority of students, but not
all students. Thus, a basal program is generally used in the majority of school systems as
the designated reading approach. A basal program entails a set of materials that has been
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designated as readiness materials. The program presents several skills simultaneously
without adequate practice so mastery of the skills is difficult. While basal programs have
some phonological components, there is no careful sequencing in how to introduce the
sounds, nor is there sufficient review. These programs do allow for more teacher
creativity as they present a wider range of language activities. These programs generally
teach not only reading skills, but also about language components that may be too
sophisticated for students who lack pre-literacy skills.
Statement of the Hypothesis
We have seen a shift from an emphasis on skills such as decoding and
comprehension being taught in isolation to an emphasis on meaning, where we allow
students to create their own understanding of print. Today, a variety of reading programs
are being utilized in the classrooms; yet there are still an abundance of students who are
severely below their grade level in reading, hindering their overall progress in other
content areas. In a society that demands standards for our schools and promotes
standardized assessments, educators are under constant scrutiny. They are to produce the
best students possible as outlined by politicians, but are often given very little direction.
Educators are being made more accountable for their teaching, but often not supported
when they choose a controversial, data-driven program. There is a call to return to what
we know works based on valid, quantitative data.
Therefore, it is hypothesized that second and third grade students who have
exhibited deficits in reading will greatly benefit from the addition of cross age peer
tutoring to their traditional instruction. In addition, the students will exhibit significant
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gains on measures of phonological awareness and informal reading assessments based on
pre and post assessment data.
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Method
Participants
Seventeen second/third grade bridge students from a rural elementary school, in a
low socioeconomic area of Southwestern Virginia, were assigned treatment based on
scores on the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS) assessment (Invernizzi
& Meier, 2002). This unique bridge classroom consists of students who are not yet ready
for second or third grade, yet above the first or second grade level depending on their
grade assignment. It is similar to a multi-age classroom where instruction for this class
relies heavily on mathematics and language arts, the weaker areas for these students.
The group assignment to the study was established by the curriculum instruction
specialist, as these students were the lowest scorers on the PALS assessment. These
students were matched with ninth grade students who were selected from a character
education classroom.
Instrument
A combination of two standardized assessments was used to measure statistical
gains in reading achievement and phonological processing. The assessments used were
the Comprehensive Test ofPhonological Processing (Wagner, Torgesen & Rashotte,
1999) and the Qualitative Reading Inventory-3 (Leslie & Caldwell, 2001 ). Initial data
from the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (Invernizzi & Meier, 2002) was
attained by the school to identify students who needed additional instructional support.
This data is not included in this study; however, a brief description of the instrument has
been included.
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Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening. The PALS assessment emerged
from the Virginia Early Intervention Reading Initiative (EIRI) as a grant project from the
Virginia Department of Education. The EIRI utilizes early identification of problematic
areas in reading and the acceleration of early reading skills prior to the completion of the
third grade. This is done in hopes to reduce the number of students labeled as reading
disabled (Invemizzi & Meier, 2002) The faculty of the Curry School of Education at the
University of Virginia constructed the instrument based on prior research drawing from
the fields of psychology and education (Invemizzi & Meier, 2002).
The concurrent validity for the oral passages on the PALS 1-3 assessment was
established from a pilot group who read passages from the Houghton Mifflin selections
and selections from the Qualitative Reading Inventory-JI. Correlations based on accuracy
scores ranged from .62- .85 (p< .01) respectively on each passage. Alphabet recognition
tasks have a reliability co-efficient of .99 (p< .01) and letter sound tasks ranged from
r=.98 and .99,p< .01.
Comprehensive Test ofPhonological Processing. The Comprehensive Test of
Phonological Processing (CTOPP) will be used to assess phonological awareness skills.
Bruno & Walker (1998) described the CTOPP as an instrument intended to assess the
phonological processing skills of individuals between the ages of 5-0 and 24-11. The
CTOPP measures three dimensions of phonological processing phonological awareness,
phonological memory, and rapid naming. The subtests for phonological awareness for
subjects aged 7-0 to 24-11 are the Elision and Word blending. The Elision tests the
examinee's ability to segment words into smaller units. Word blending allows the
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examiner to determine if the examinee can blend segmented sounds, presented orally, and
use these segmented phonemes to make a whole word.
The CTOPP was normed on a sample of 1,656 persons in 30 states during both
the fall and spring. The sample is representative of all ethnicities, socio-economics,
parental education levels, and learning abilities. The geographic representation is not
adequate as 82% of the sampling is from the southern region.
Test-retest reliability of the CTOPP was used on ninety-one persons from Florida
who were tested twice with an interval of two weeks between testings (Bruno &Walker,
1998). The reliability coefficients range from .68 to .97 depending on the subtest. The
phonological awareness component has a reliability coefficient of .84 (Wagner,
Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999). The internal consistency reliability was also determined
and the reliability coefficient for the Phonological Awareness was found to be .90 for
those ages 7 and older (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999).
The CTOPP was reported to have good construct validity as phonological
awareness is strongly correlated at .88 (p<.001). The phonological awareness subtest
correlation coefficients range from .74-.80. When compared with the Woodcock Reading
Mastery Test-Revised, the correlation coefficients for the Phonological Awareness
component (Bruno & Walker, 1998; Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999).
Qualitative Reading lnventory-3. A series of informal assessments will also be
used to further assess the students' literacy skills. The mixture of the quantitative and
qualitative allows for a more inclusive picture of the students abilities in reading. The
Qualitative Reading Jnventory-3 (QRI-3) was used to assess sight word recognition, oral
passage reading, and comprehension questions. The QRI-3 is a standardized, criterion-
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referenced instrument that may be used as a diagnostic tool or as an indicator for present
level of performance to individualize instruction and determine the necessity for
remediation and intervention (Leslie & Caldwell, 2001).
The QRI-3 was evaluated for consistency or reliability in three ways: inter-scorer
reliability, internal consistency reliability, and alternate-form reliability. To determine
validity, content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity were examined.
Inter-scorer reliability examined judges' scores on the miscues, prior knowledge
concept questions, explicit and implicit comprehension, and an analysis of recall (Leslie
& Caldwell, 2001). The estimates for inter-scorer reliability were found using Cronbach's
alpha estimating that the reliability for total miscues was .99, reliability for meaning
change miscues was also .99, and both explicit and implicit comprehension had a
reliability co-efficient of .98 (Leslie & Caldwell, 2001). These co-efficients indicate that
there is a high degree of inter-scorer reliability.
Internal consistency reliability was determined using a standard error measure
(SEM) from analysis of variance data. The SEM for explicit items is .13, while the SEM
for implicit items is .15 with a SEM difference between these tests of .20 (Leslie &
Caldwell, 2001). It is 95% reliable that the scores on implicit and explicit items will not
overlap.
Rather than using test-retest reliability, the authors elected to use alternate form
reliability to determine the reliability of similar passages rather than the reliability ofjust
one passage over timer. It was found that the reliability co-efficients of the instructional
level decisions based on comprehension scores were above .80 with 75% of the levels
scoring greater than or equal to .90 (Leslie & Caldwell, 2001).
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The criterion-related validity found that word recognition scores correlated with
the combined Word-Identification and Word-Attack scores from the Woodcock Reading

Mastery Test-Revised at a level of .90 and comprehension correlated at .75 (Leslie &
Caldwell, 2001 ).

Procedure
This study was created by the school system as a third cohort in a series of
studies. The first cohort known as the Cumberland Proactive Reading project (Project
CPR) looked at the effects of using a small group Direct Instruction program (Reading

1\lfastery), one-on-one tutoring using 100 easy lessons, phonological tutoring, and
traditional instruction, where the traditional instruction served as the control group
(Jones, unpublished dissertation). Each group of kindergarten students received only one
methodology as their reading instruction, i.e., one group received instruction in 100 easy

lessons without additional instruction within the classroom setting. The 100 easy lessons
group achieved the highest gains on all assessments. The second cohort examined the use
of community tutors versus the use of cross age peer tutors. Both groups utilized the 100

easy lessons program and it was found that both groups made similar reading gains
(Collins, unpublished thesis). In this third cohort, the school system sought to examine
the benefits of using solely cross age peer tutors and JOO easy lessons. This researcher's
role was to collect post data and compare the pre and post data for statistical gains.
The Special Education Partnership Project, a grant funded initiative to aid in
school improvement, particularly in the area of special education, collected pre
assessment data on sixteen of the seventeen participants. The seventeenth participant was
subsequently eliminated from the study due to lack of data, as this student was absent.
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The data was presented to the principal, as well as the second/third grade teacher. Based
on the pre-assessment data the students were placed within a one-on-one cross-age
tutoring situation.
For this study, the second/third grade students were given a ninth grade tutor who
received training before beginning the program. The tutors received one day of training in
which they learned about the implementation of the program. While it was initially
recommended that two students not be involved in the 100 Easy Lessons due to their high
phonological awareness scores, these students were still placed in the 100 Easy Lessons
tutoring, but _started at a higher lesson. These two students were the only ones to complete
the program in its entirety. The teacher administered additional instruction in spelling and
language arts within the classroom.
Post-assessment data was collected after the students had received four months of
treatment, where they met with their tutors three times a week for 45 minutes (Trent,
personal communication, January, 2002). The students were given the CTOPP and
similar narrative stories from the QRI-3. Both instruments were scored based on the
protocols and examiner's manuals for each. An independent scorer validated the data
before the data was analyzed. A report of the pre and post assessments was sent to the
local board of education for further review.
Data Analysis
The CTOPP was divided into two subtests, as indicated by the authors, whose
standard scores sums was used to obtain the composite score for overall phonological
awareness. The pre and post assessment data for each subtest were compared to track
gains in achievement. An additional comparison was done with the pre and post
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assessments on the phonological awareness component. The QRl-3 was divided into its
three subsections and the pre and post data for each section were compared to track gains.
Each grade level was administered a numerical value for statistical reasons. The pre
primer was given a value of .00, the primer .05, first 1, second 2, third 3 and fourth 4.
Using the SPSS system, each subtest's pre and post scores were analyzed using a
paired samples t-test. The t-test is used to compare data on two groups and to examine
statistical differences between the two groups. Paired sampling was used to allow an
examination of the mean gains of the pre data to the post data. A paired samples t-test
rather than an MANOVA was used based on the small sample size. Each subtest was
analyzed to determine significant gains between the pre and post assessments.
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Results
Subjects
Sixteen second/third grade bridge students were assigned to a ninth grade peer
tutor. Twelve students were classified as second graders and four as third graders. Two
students were on grade level in oral reading and were recommended to not be in the
program; however, the school administration opted to keep them in the study. In terms of
data analysis, students' scores were examined as one large group (n=16).
Data·
Pre-assessment and post assessment data were compared to determine the
statistical gains in Phonological Awareness, the Elision, and Blending Words as assessed
using the CTOPP; oral reading and comprehension as assessed by the QRI-3 oral passage
component; sight word identification as assessed by the QRI-3; and words per minute.
Based on the paired sampling t-test it was determined that significant gains were made in
Blending Words, Phonological Awareness, Sight Word Identification, and Oral Reading
Phonological Awareness. The pre-assessment composite score data yielded a
mean score of 87.437 (SD=7.685) meaning that the sums of the standard scores on the
Elision and Blending Words were combined to determine each student's composite score.
When these scores were utilized in the t-test, the average composite score was 87.437
placing the students' at the 21st percentile. Post assessment data yielded a mean
composite score of 91.87 (SD=6.413) placing the students at the 2i11 percentile. These
scores were then further analyzed to determine the statistical gains in the mean scores
between the pre and post assessments, as represented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Paired Samples t-test
Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

n

PA ·pre-PA post

5.63

2.66

15

.018

16

3.75

Phonological awareness pre-assessment (PA pre) was compared to phonological
awareness post (PA post) to yield a mean score of 3.75 (SD=5.63). This means that there
was on average a growth of 3.75 standard points and that the students are progressing
towards the median norm composite score of100. These gains proved to be significant at
p< .018.
Elision. The Elision pre-assessment data yielded a mean score of 6.875
(SD=l.707) meaning that the average standard score is 6.875. Percentile data cannot be
explored as the percentile rank is assigned based on age. Post assessment data yielded a
mean of7.250 (SD=l .238). The pre and post assessment scores were then compared as
shown in Table 2.
Table 2
P.
aired Samp es t-test
Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

n

0.37

1.62

0.92

15

.372

16

EL pre-EL post

Elision pre-assessment (EL pre) and Elision post assessments (EL post) yielded a
mean gain score of0.37 (SD= l.62). There was an average gain of0.37 points and this
gain was not found to be statistically significant p< .372.
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Blending Words. The pre-assessment data for Blending Words yielded a mean
score of8.937 (SD= l.014) and post assessment data yielded a mean score of9.812
(SD=:1.276). This data was then used to look for significance. Blending Words pre
assessment data (BW pre) and post assessment data (BW-post) yielded a mean gain score
of0.87 (SD= l.08), which was found to be significantp< .006, as seen in Table 3.
Table 3
Paired Samples t-test
Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

N

0.87

1.08

3.21

15

.006

16

BW pre-BW post

Oral Reading. The pre-assessment data yielded a mean score of0.437
(SD= l.014) meaning that the group's average was just above pre-primer, but slightly
below a primer level. Within all of the QRl-3 subtests 1 SD= l grade level. The post
assessment data yielded a mean of l.03 l(SD = l.040). This demonstrates that the groups
post assessment scores averaged just above a first level passage. When the pre
assessment data (Oral pre) was compared to post assessment data (Oral post) it was that
a mean gain of0.59(SD=.71) was attained. This gain was found to be significant p<.005
as shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Paired Samples t-test
Oral pre-Oral post

Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

N

0.59

0.71

3.33

15

.005

16
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Sight Word Identification. The pre-assessment data yielded a mean score of 0.468
(SD=0.670) demonstrating that the group was just above a pre-primer level, but below a
primer level. The post assessment data yielded a mean score of 1.031 (SD=0.531)
showing that the groups ended at a level one in sight word identification. When analyzed
for statistical gains, Sight Word pre-assessment data (SW pre) and Sight Word post
assessment data (SW post) yielded a mean gain of 0.56(SD =0.40). This means that the
group gained at least half of a level. This was found to be highly significant at p< .000 as
demonstrated in Table 5.
Table 5
Paired Samples !-test
Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

N

0.56

0.40

5.58

15

.000

16

SW pre-SW post

Words Per Minute. The group's mean pre-data revealed 45.937 words per minute
were read with a SD=31.479. The post assessment data yielded a mean words per minute
of 46.937 (SD = 20.475). The gain score between words per minute pre-assessment (WPM
pre) and words per minute post assessment (WPM post) yielded a mean gain of 1.00
words per minute with a SD=l8.52. This was not found to be statistically significant
p<.832 as shown in Table 5.
Table 5
Paired Samples t-test
WPM pre-WPM post

Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

N

1.00

18.52

0.21

15

.832

16
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Discussion
The paired sampling t-test revealed that there were significant gains in blending
words, phonological awareness, sight word identification, and oral reading, while there
were no significant gains on the Elision or words per minute. These gains are supportive
ofthe hypothesis for this study as phonological awareness is an essential part ofreading
and a predictor offuture reading ability (Adams, 1990; Bruck, Genesee, & Caravolas,
1997; Rayner, Poorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001). It also supports that
sight word identification plays a key role in fluency (Juel, 1988; Juel, 1996). These gains
in sight word identification indicate that while the program does not teach sight words,
this aspect was still impacted positively as in other research (Juel, 1988; Collins, 2001).
Sight word identification is an essential part oforal reading as this component can
severely hinder fluency and comprehension (Pratt & Brady, 1988; Shefelbine, 1990).
When sight word identification and language skills are combined with phonological
awareness in instruction, this allows students the acquire the skills needed to become
good readers, which in turn positively influences all other aspects oftheir academics
(Pratt & Brady, 1988; Juel, 1988; Stanovich, 1993; Foorman, Francis, Fletcher,
Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998). These benefits in reading are further escalated when
these skills are taught explicitly (Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997; Foorman, Francis,
Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, &
Seidenberg, 2001).
The gains in blending words, phonological awareness, sight word identification,
and oral reading cannot be attributed to any one component, i.e., the program used,
instruction in the classroom, or the aspect ofpeer tutoring, due to lack ofcontrol group. It
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can, however, be determined that the peer tutoring using I 00 easy lesson did not hinder
the students' growth in phonological awareness or reading achievement.
Growth in Blending Words may be the result of I 00 easy lessons, but at this time
there is no data to support that. The program used is designed to give students the skills to
blend phonemes, but not necessarily break down compound words into their component
parts, which is the essence ofthe Elision (Engelmann, Haddox, & Bruner, 1988). While
this researcher did not find any published studies that explored the use ofcross-age peer
tutoring and I 00 easy lessons with the CTOPP as the assessment ofphonological
awareness gains, this researcher did find that these results are similar to those in other
cross-age peer tutoring studies. Particularly in that gains in phonological processing are
to be expected when adequate training and the appropriate program are utilized (Juel,
1988; Juel, 1996).
It was hypothesized that second and third grade students who had exhibited
deficits in reading would exhibit significant gains in phonological awareness and in all
areas on the QRl-3. While significant gains were not made on all areas ofboth tests, the
most important area, Oral Reading did yield significant gains. This researcher places a
high importance on oral reading as this subtest combined accuracy and comprehension
which are the ultimate goals ofreading (Lyon, 1998; Raymond, 2000; Rayner, Poorman,
Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001).
Considerations of Findings in Light ofExisting Research
Researchers continue to hold that reading is indeed a complex and arduous
process for many individuals and that explicit instruction is the most effective way to
teach the skills and strategies needed to read (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott & Wilkinson,
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1984; Adams, 1990; Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1997; American Federation of
Teachers, 1999; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidendberg, 2001). In addition
to the systematic explicit instruction, there needs to be some type of supplemental
reinforcing activities (Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky & Seidenberg, 2001). For this
study, the main instructor implemented the additional activities looking at word
associations and phonetic families within words.
Reading is perhaps one of the most important skills that educators can teach to
students as it is infused into every aspect of the curriculum. When students fail to attain
adequate reading achievements, they tend to fall further and further behind in their
schooling (Juel, 1998; Stanovich, 1993). As the government continues to shed light on
the importance of education and the impact of reading through various initiatives, schools
will continue to be held at a higher accountability for finding effective ways to teach all
their students (Virginia Department of Education, n.d.; Snowman & Biehler, 2000;
United States Department of Education, 2001, August 21; United States Department of
Education, 2001, September 28). Schools are in need of finding alternative methods to
bringing all of their students to grade level. An alternative to a school wide curriculum
change is the implementation of a tutoring program. While not all tutoring programs are
effective, when there is adequate tutor training, supervision of tutors, and an appropriate
tool of instruction is used; the outcome for students is tremendous (Juel, 1988; Juel,
1996). Cross age peer tutoring is unique in that the resources are unlimited, as there will
always be more experienced readers available in all schools. This is an economical way
that schools can aid their students. Research has shown that not only do the tutees benefit
from this type of program, but the tutors also gain from this set up (Juel, 1988; Juel,
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1996). Research also continues to support the_ use of phonics based programs, particularly
systematic explicit phonics _programs, as the most effective w_ay to increase reading
achievement (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, Wilkinson, 1984; Adams, 1990; Ball &
Blachrnan, 1991; Simmons, Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Hodge, 1995; Carnine, Silbert, &
Kameenui, 1997; National Reading Panel, 1999; American Federations of Teachers,
1999). In light of this research, it is recommended that schools do consider using cross
age peer tutoring in conjunction with a systematic, explicit phonics program such as I 00
easy lessons.
There were limitations to this study that indicate that this research cannot be
generalized across all situations. The lack of a control group limits the extent of a
comparison; thus it is not known if the gains achieved were from the tutoring, the
program or something done within the classroom.
Suggestions for Further Research
The information in this study could be used for further research if altered. A
control group should be used where an additional group of students with similar scores
from the PALS assessments should be administered both the CTOPP and the QRl-3 at the
beginning of the study. This control group should be receiving similar instruction within
the classroom and given a tutor who would be using a different program other than I 00
easy lessons. Also, assessment information should be maintained on the ninth grade
tutors and used as an additional source of comparison. In addition, demographics should
be collected from both groups for further comparisons within the groups. Finally, ideally
the researcher should be involved within the actual tutor process not merely just the data
collections.
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Conclusions and Implications

Reading is one of the most important skills that students will learn and use
throughout their academic careers. If students do not receive adequate instruction during
those crucial beginning years, these students may end up within the special education
setting classified as learning disabled (Stanovich, 1993; Invemizzi & Meier, 2002). The
Government has recognized an overwhelming percentage of students being found eligible
for special education based on reading achievement, thus they are taking initiatives to
find ways to decrease these numbers through early intervention (Invemizzi & Meier,
2002).
Tutoring programs have been shown to be effective remediation tools for all
aspects of education. When the appropriate program and adequate training of tutors is
used in conjunction with the tutoring the gains are even stronger (Juel, 1996). While the
cause of the gains in this study cannot be identified, it is apparent that the use of cross age
peer tutoring utilizing a systematic, explicit reading program did render significant gains
in several areas. If schools are looking at a way to raise student reading achievement,
cross age peer tutoring using I 00 easy lessons is an inexpensive, effective tool.
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